might have happened when 'the whole church' (1 Cor 14.23) gathered together with Gaius as host (Rom 16.23): 7 The mere fact that all the believers could not be accommodated in the triclinium meant that there had to be an overflow into the atrium. It became imperative for the host to divide his guests into two categories: the firstclass believers were invited into the triclinium while the rest stayed outside. Even a slight knowledge of human nature indicates the criterion used. The host must have been a wealthy member of the community, so he invited into the triclinium his closest friends among the believers, who would have been of the same social class and from whom he might expect the same courtesy on a future occasion. The rest could take their places in the atrium, where conditions were greatly inferior. 8 The nature of the domestic space available made such discrimination inevitable, and so constitutes 'one possible source of the tensions that appear in Paul's account '. 9 Domestic Space and Christian Meetings at Corinth 351 7 Murphy-O'Connor, St Paul's Corinth, 182. 8 Ibid., 183. 9 Ibid., 184. Peter Lampe reiterates Murphy-O'Connor's point, particularly in relation to the situation created by the different arrival times of various members of the congregation, with the socially lower members having less control over their time and thus being more likely to arrive later. 'Wenn die sozial niedriger Stehenden erst später zur korinthischen Versammlung eintrafen und dann nicht mehr im Triclinium, sondern nur noch in Atrium und Peristyl Platz finden, so spiegelt sich auch in diesem Zug ein vorbaptismaler Habitus: Sozial niedriger stehende Klienten wurden vom Patron im Atrium empfangen und abgefertigt.' 10 Again, the nature of the domestic space, and the customs for its use, are seen as partial explanations of the Corinthian divisions at the Supper.
Carolyn Osiek and David Balch, following Murphy-O'Connor and Lampe, also see the physical structure of the Roman house, and specifically the limited space in the triclinium, as a cause of the problems at the Lord's Supper. 11 When the latecomers arrived, 'all the dining couches in the triclinium would be in use; there would not be enough space for the whole congregation to recline'. 12 They stress, however, that the existence of larger 'dining halls' in some houses, plus the common peristyle courtyards and gardens, meant that much larger overall numbers (into the hundreds) could be accommodated than is often supposed: 'It is unwise to set a hard upper limit of 30 to 40 for the number of Christians who might celebrate the Lord's Supper in a Roman triclinium plus peristyle or in open gardens.' 13 A number of recent commentators, often following Murphy-O'Connor, adopt a similar perspective in their attempts to elucidate the nature and origin of the divisions to which Paul refers (1 Cor 11. [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] . Gordon Fee, assuming that the Corinthian meals were held 'in the homes of the rich', where the host therefore also served as 'the patron of the meal', reports that 'archaeology has shown rather conclusively that the dining room (the triclinium) in such homes would scarcely accommodate many guests; the majority would therefore eat in the atrium . . . which would still seat only about 30 to 50 guests on the average'. Fee refers in a note to the average size of triclinia as 'about 36 square meters', providing space 'for about 9 to 12 guests at table', assuming they reclined, and cites (only) Murphy 16 Thiselton identifies two aspects of this research, the focus on 'cultural customs of distinction', as pioneered by Gerd Theissen, 17 and the focus on 'issues of space within a large Roman villa', as presented by Murphy-O'Connor. 18 His own presentation of the latter aspect follows Murphy-O'Connor closely. 19 
Critical questions
There are, however, a number of reasons to question whether this reconstruction offers a typical or even plausible domestic setting for the Corinthian Lord's Supper. First, there are questions about the Corinthian evidence, especially about Murphy-O'Connor's key example, the villa at Anaploga. The bedding and fill underneath the mosaic date from the third quarter of the first century, as Murphy-O'Connor notes, but this provides only an archaeological terminus post quem for the floor. 20 ( Thiselton is simply inaccurate when he refers to 'the villa Domestic Space and Christian Meetings at Corinth 353 dated between ad 50 and 75 at Anaploga'. 21 ) The mosaic itself was dated by Stella Miller to the last quarter of the first century; but more recent scholarship has inclined to a somewhat later estimate, perhaps as late as the third century ce. 22 The villa existed prior to the laying of the mosaic floor, the latter being added during a second phase of construction which involved shifting a wall ( fig. 2) . 23 This being so it is, of course, much more difficult to say anything about the patterns of use for the room in Paul's time, prior to its adaptation and mosaic flooring, especially since the villa has not been fully excavated or published. 24 Indeed, while Murphy-O'Connor simply describes the room as the triclinium, Miller (to whom Murphy-O'Connor refers) notes only as a 'suggestion' the idea that dining may have been its function, referring to the room as possibly the andron. 25 Given that this room is the largest in the villa (as far as the partial excavations reveal), it is of course likely that it served as the main reception room, but that does not mean that it functioned as a Roman-style triclinium, nor that other rooms were not also used for dining. Furthermore, the villa at Anaploga may have lain outside the city walls in Roman times and quite probably functioned as a working farmhouse belonging to a wealthy landowner. 26 period (partially) excavated at Corinth yield evidence for the period of Paul's visits to the city. 27 This cautionary note should be linked to a second point, of a more methodological kind. Penelope Allison, in a recent article in the American Journal of Archaeology, forcefully criticises the common approach in studies of Roman domestic space which involves deriving from the 'literary sources . . . nomenclature for the individual spaces' and then applying this nomenclature to the material contexts, 'creating the fallacious perception that such labels are an integral part of the primary data'. 28 This labelling, moreover, often serves as '[t]he point of departure for investigations of the material remains'. 29 Allison is sharply critical of this tendency, noting that 'it is extremely subjective to interpret the domestic behavior in these villas through room functions for which there is no material evidence'. 30 In other words, we should not simply presume that a certain room must have functioned as the triclinium, and functioned as depicted in literary sources, without material evidence which indicates something of the room's functions, which may have been several and diverse. Allison mentions in particular the difficulty in identifying rooms for dining, echoing and developing a point made earlier by Katherine Dunbabin. Dunbabin writes that 'secure identification of rooms for dining is possible only under exceptional circumstances . . . In the great luxury villas we can usually only guess at the range and variety of rooms used for dining.' 31 The implications of this point should be clear: so far as the archaeological evidence is concerned, we cannot with any confidence presume that the mosaic room at Anaploga functioned as a triclinium, and certainly not in Paul's time.
None of this renders Murphy-O'Connor's imaginative scenario impossible, of course, but there is a further reason to question its plausibility, related to his depiction of the findings as concerning 'a typical house'. 32 Both of the Corinthian houses to which Murphy-O'Connor refers in ascertaining dimensions of a typical triclinium -the villa at Anaploga and the Roman (Shear) villa -are, he suggests, 'sumptuous' villas, their quality indicated not least by the marvellous mosaic floors found within them. 33 Similarly, the houses considered from Pompeii, Olynthus, and Ephesus are all, on Murphy-O'Connor's own view, upper-class homes belonging to the wealthy. 34 They are thus unlikely to be 'typical', at least insofar as typical is taken to refer to the kind of dwellings in which the majority of the population might have lived. 35 37 (The description of a new consensus replacing an old one is, however, simplistic and in some respects inaccurate. 38 ) This 'consensus' view was that the early Christian groups, and specifically those in Corinth, 39 encompassed a greater degree of social diversity than had previously been acknowledged, with some members coming from the ranks of the well-to-do. 40 There were, nonetheless, significant differences of opinion concerning whether these higher-status members of the church should be seen as elite, 'ruling class' persons, 'aus der Oberschicht', 41 or only as relatively better off but not elite or upper class. 42 This 'new consensus' received a major challenge with the publication in 1998 of Justin Meggitt's Paul, Poverty and Survival, in which Meggitt argues that the evidence used to identify named Corinthian Christians as members of the wealthy elite cannot sustain this conclusion, and that Paul and the early Christians shared the absolute poverty which was the fate of the vast majority of the population of the Roman empire, a conclusion also supported in Steven Friesen's recent work. 43 Following the publication of Meggitt's book there has been renewed discussion, with Dale Martin and Gerd Theissen defending a new consensus position against Meggitt's critique. 44 Space does not permit a detailed engagement with that debate here, but a few key points of particular relevance may be outlined. 45 First, in defence of the new consensus, I think that Meggitt has downplayed the extent and significance of socio-economic diversity among the so-called non-elite and thus among the early Christians at Corinth. Meggitt's prime concern is to argue for the economic and absolute poverty of all the members of the Pauline churches, and the vast majority of the empire's population, in a clear polemic against the new consensus view, and this leads, as Meggitt acknowledges, to a focus on this broad context rather than on the possible levels of social differentiation. 46 Bengt Holmberg may also be right to speak of a 'pauperistic' tendency in Meggitt's reading of the evidence; 47 in other words, evidence that might indicate some level of higher social or economic status on the part of Paul or other early Christians is downplayed or rejected as uncertain, 48 while evidence to support the view of their absolute poverty is maximised. 49 It may be, then, that rather than reject the 'new consensus' altogether, a somewhat revised, more cautious form of it may emerge as most plausible. However, it also seems to me that Meggitt has forcefully highlighted how little firm evidence there is to identify any of the Corinthian Christians known to us as elite, wealthy, aristocratic, or upper class. 50 Certainly, mention of someone's oi\ ko~or oij kiv a is an insufficient basis for such a conclusion. 51 And all we know about Gaius, after all, apart from his name and his baptism by Paul (1 Cor 1.14), is that he served as host not only to Paul but also to 'the whole church' (Rom 16.23). Such hospitality hardly requires that he owned a villa like the one at Anaploga, nor that he belonged to the upper stratum of Corinthian society. 52 The crucial point in the context of the present argument is that it is at the very least uncertain whether any of the Corinthian Christians, and their 'host' Gaius in particular, would likely have owned a large, sumptuous villa. Stephanas is a householder with a social position higher than that of his slaves or dependents. But there is no indication that this is a particularly large or wealthy household. 52 Probably the most likely scenario is that 'the whole church' refers to the (occasional) gathering together of smaller household groups, which may indeed imply that Gaius had a larger space available than other members of the congregations. But it is a big jump from this inference to the supposition that he was a wealthy aristocrat who owned a large country villa. 53 Notably, while Meeks (Urban Christians, 57) thinks (on the basis of rather slender evidence) that Gaius 'is evidently a man of some wealth', he also considers that 'we meet no landed aristocrats' among the Pauline Christians (73). That would seem to suggest that Gaius's ownership of something like the villa at Anaploga is unlikely. On villas as working farms belonging to aristocrats, see nn. 26 and 35 above.
Imagining new contexts: the buildings east of the theatre
There is, then, considerable uncertainty concerning the scenario that Murphy-O'Connor depicts. First, the archaeological evidence is much less clear than he implies, and does not allow us to be confident about the character and use of dining rooms in the villa at Anaploga or elsewhere in Corinth at the time of Paul. Second, we can hardly be confident that such a villa is a plausible context in which to imagine the Corinthian Christians meeting. Furthermore, given that even proponents of the new consensus consider the lower classes to have comprised the majority in the congregations, 54 we would do well to try and describe some of the domestic contexts in which it is realistic to imagine such groups meeting. 55 Indeed, Murphy-O'Connor provides just such a consideration in his treatment of the workshop as a setting for mission and church meetings. 56 Unfortunately, despite the major and long-established excavations at Corinth, very little is known about the character of many of the residential areas of Roman Corinth, since excavations have been largely concentrated around the forum area, on the sanctuaries of Demeter and Kore and of Asclepius, on a small number of selected villas, and on other significant structures in and outside the city. There are also both pragmatic and ideological considerations why knowledge of poorerquality housing is limited: in practical terms it is simply the case that the poorer the accommodation, the less enduring are the materials with which it is constructed, and so the less likely is its record to remain; in ideological terms, there is an understandable tendency in archaeology to concentrate on impressive and major structures, particularly those of religio-political significance. 57 As Ramsay MacMullen observes, 'no one has sought fame through the excavation of a slum'. 58 The rather recent rise of interest in domestic space is, however, beginning to lead to some significant correction of this comparative neglect. 59 360 david g. horrell Some general information may nonetheless be gleaned. 60 Corinth was laid out as a Roman city after its refounding in 44 bce following the Roman grid-plan known as centuriation. 61 This divided the majority of the city into insulae, 62 though it should be noted that there is no archaeological evidence in Corinth for the existence of insulae in the sense of multi-storied blocks of five or more storeys, such as are known from Rome, Ostia, and Herculaneum. 63 Indeed, the high-rise developments elsewhere may often be explained by particular pressures of population expansion and space restrictions that are less applicable to Corinth. Outside the city there is some evidence for poorer accommodation, such as tworoom peasant houses 64 and the makeshift quarry workers' accommodation at Cenchreae. 65 Within the city, shops and workshops are an important and relevant form of domestic as well as commercial space, since they often provided accommodation for those who worked in them, along with their families, in a back room, loft, or mezzanine floor, or sometimes even in the workshop itself. 66 These, as Murphy-O'Connor notes with reference to the shop units in the North Market, close to the forum, provided less sumptuous accommodation and the potential for meetings too, though given their size (on average around 3 x 4 metres) only relatively small numbers could be assembled (Murphy-O'Connor estimates 10-15). 67 More specific and detailed possibilities may be derived from the excavations east of the theatre, which took place over successive seasons through the 1980s. Here, primarily due to their proximity to the theatre, the Corinth archaeologists, under the direction of Charles K. Williams, unearthed a series of buildings running along the east side of the Roman street known to the archaeologists as East Theater Street. The buildings are referred to by numbers: 1, 3, 5 and 7 (see figs. 3-7) . The history of these buildings is complex, with evidence of damage, Domestic Space and Christian Meetings at Corinth 361 alteration, and habitation that led Williams and Zervos to distinguish eight phases, the first of which was later subdivided. 68 Despite this complex history, a number of points significant for our purposes can be drawn from the reports.
Buildings 1 and 3 were probably built early in the first century, then somewhat altered and reconstructed following the earthquake in the 70s ce. Buildings 5 and 7 (7 being treated in the earlier reports as part of building 5) probably date from a little later, 'probably the Flavian period', possibly earlier, though no earlier than the mid-first century ce. 69 While all these buildings might profitably be considered, due to their earlier date and particular points of interest I shall focus on numbers 1 and 3. These two buildings have a similar plan. The ground floor of each consists of two rooms, the northern of which in each case has a number of ovens -two in building 1, three in building 3. As well as a doorway, each has a window onto East Theater Street (building 1 also has a window facing north). Probably following alterations after the earthquake in the 70s, smaller rooms at the back of each unit, on the eastern side, were created, most likely windowless storage rooms. Because of the greater than usual size and number of ovens in these buildings, and because of the large quantities of discarded animal bones, mostly skulls and lower legs, found piled in the south-west room of building 3 and around the ovens in that building, Williams and Zervos concluded that both were equipped for some kind of commercial use. One possibility is that they were tabernae or popinae, though the lack of drinking vessels in the remains makes this unlikely. They most likely served as some kind of butchery kitchens, preparing and selling cooked meats to visitors to the theatre and others resident in the neighbourhood. 71 The windows onto the street functioned as counters, 'to allow one to sell prepared foods to passers-by'. 72 The nature and extent of the materials that fell when these buildings were damaged or destroyed also led Williams and Zervos to conclude that there was most likely a second and possibly a third storey in each case, 'with families residing on the upper floor or floors'. 73 The same applies to buildings 5 and 7. 74 These storeys may have been original, then repaired after the earthquake of the 70s ce, or possibly they were added at this point in time. Nothing detailed has emerged about the structure or layout of the residential accommodation that seems to have existed on the upper floors of these buildings, though based on the evidence of fallen frescoes found in 1984, 'at least one upper floor of building 3 must have had rooms decorated with a quite presentable fresco programme', probably one large room and at least one other room. 75 The available floor area in each building, assuming similar dimensions to the ground floor, would have been approximately 10 ϫ 5 metres in each case (building 1 is actually somewhat larger than building 3, but only by a metre or so). Despite this lack of detail, the information about buildings 1 and 3 does give us some insight into one kind of domestic space in first-century Corinth, a kind of space rather different from that of the 'sumptuous' villas described by Murphy-O'Connor. How might this information then help us to reflect on the possible contexts of early Christian meetings?
It is important first to stress two caveats. One is that there is of course no suggestion that Christians ever met in any of the buildings east of the theatre, any more than in the villa at Anaploga. In fact, if we discount the Erastus inscription, which in any case has no Christian content itself, there is as yet no direct archaeological evidence for Christianity in Corinth until around and after the fourth century. 76 Our knowledge is severely limited, and requires the use of disciplined imagination to apply it to early Christianity. The second caveat is that the buildings on East Theater Street are not to be thought of as 'typical' of domestic accommodation in first-century Corinth. 77 The buildings next to the theatre clearly had a quite specialised purpose, which determined the character and use of the ground floor space. Furthermore, the considerable variety of possible types of domestic space -from country villas to peasant homes, smart town apartments to rooms behind or over a shop, not to mention the more ramshackle and temporary dwellings of the destitute -means that we should be wary of labelling any specific form as 'typical'.
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By way of more constructive conclusions, we may begin by noting that the buildings east of the theatre add some specifically Corinthian evidence to Meggitt's argument that the non-elite regularly encountered meat in 'decidedly unsacral' settings. 78 Meggitt's discussion is focused on the issue of 'meat consumption in Corinth', disputing Theissen's reconstruction of the background to 1 Cor 8-10, 79 but most of his evidence is drawn from Roman sources generally, or relates to Rome itself rather than Corinth. The evidence from buildings 1 and 3 hardly enables us to say how regularly the non-elite of Corinth purchased cooked meat, but given that the theatre could seat very large numbers -Wiseman estimates a capacity of 'about 14,000 persons' 80 -we can certainly say that the clientele of East Theater Street were not only the well-to-do or the social elite.
The discoveries of East Theater Street also enable us, using our 'disciplined imagination', to go some way towards picturing one kind of domestic space in which Christians could have met, the kind of space that might well have been occupied by small traders and business folk, not too different in social level, perhaps, from artisans like Prisca and Aquila, and Paul himself. Such people were not from the lowest social strata; they may have owned one or two slaves and been able to afford some 'luxuries', as the wall-paintings in building 3 indicate -so this alternative scenario does not by any means presume that such a domestic setting implies a host who was poor in the sense of living at or around subsistence level. 81 Just as the artisans Prisca and Aquila hosted meetings of the ekklesia in their home, presumably in the room(s) above or behind their workshop, 82 so too the butchers of East Theater Street (or whoever occupied the upper floor[s]) could have hosted meetings in the upstairs room(s). 83 In a fairly large upper room, or rooms, equipped perhaps with some tables and benches, it would by no means be impossible to cram in 50 or so people, though this would probably be pretty crowded. 84 Knowing virtually nothing about the shape or size of the rooms makes it impossible to posit an architectural explanation for the sciv smata that arose in the Christian meetings at Corinth, in contrast to Murphy-O'Connor's attractively neat hypothesis based on the nine available places in the triclinium. But just as Allison warns against unwarranted assumptions and oversimplifications that create the impression that we are more well informed than we are about Roman domestic life, 85 so too, as Meggitt has recently argued, NT scholars may need to learn to infer less from certain sources, to abandon detailed yet ultimately implausible reconstructions, and to acknowledge how little we know about so many aspects of ancient life, particularly for the non-elite. 86 There are, as we have seen, a good many reasons to doubt the validity of Murphy-O'Connor's Corinthian reconstructions, given the extent of the available evidence.
Picturing the first Christians in Corinth meeting in an upper-storey room in East Theater Street is, of course, entirely imaginative, though no more so (and probably a good deal less so) than imagining them meeting in the villa at Anaploga. Though vague and unspecific, and yielding no particular insight into how the divisions at the Lord's Supper were related to the domestic space in which the Christians met, the East Theater Street scenario does at least fit rather well with an unusually precise piece of information given to us by Luke. 87 Describing what was perhaps a rather crowded meeting in Troas (maybe even a meeting of 'the whole church' there?), in an upper-storey room (uJ perw/ on) with people sat on the window ledges, Luke ensures the eternal fame of Eutychus by recording the soporific effect of Paul's lengthy discourse upon him: 'Overcome by sleep, he fell to the ground three floors below (apo; tou` tristev gou) and was picked up dead' (Acts 20.9). 88 368 david g. horrell
